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Abstract: These draft Monument Management Plans and Environmental Impact Statement (MMPs/EIS) 

have been prepared by the United States Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

and United States Department of Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service (USFS) with input from cooperating 

agencies and American Indian Tribes. The purpose of the MMPs is to provide protection, proper care, and 

management of the “object[s] of antiquity” and “objects of historic or scientific interest” of the Bears Ears 

National Monument that were identified in Presidential Proclamation 9558, as modified by Presidential 

Proclamation 9681. The MMPs will also provide a comprehensive framework for the BLM’s and USFS’s 

allocation of resources and management of the public lands within the Bears Ears National Monument 

pursuant to the multiple-use and sustained yield mandate of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

and the National Forest Management Act, as well as the management requirements for the National 

Landscape Conservation System provided in the Omnibus Public Land Management Act (Public Law 111-

11), and the specific direction in Presidential Proclamation 9558, as modified by Presidential 

Proclamation 9681. 

The Environmental Impact Statement describes and analyzes four alternatives for managing the Bears 

Ears National Monument—Shash Jáa and Indian Creek Units—on approximately 201,876 acres of lands 

administered by the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service. The No Action Alternative is a 

continuation of current management; under this alternative public lands and resources would continue to 

be managed under the 2008 Monticello Field Office Approved Resource Management Plan, as amended, 

and the 1986 Manti-La Sal National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended. Alternative 

B would prioritize the protection of Monument objects and values over other resource uses and would 

identify areas for additional long-term protections of resource values within the Planning Area. Alternative 

C emphasizes adaptive management to protect the long-term sustainability of Monument objects and 

values. Alternative D would allow for the continuation of multiple uses of public lands and maintain similar 

recreation management levels while protecting Monument objects and values. Alternatives B, C, and D 

were developed using input from the public, stakeholders, and cooperating agencies. Major planning 

issues addressed include cultural resources and recreation management.  

Review Period: Comments on the Bears Ears National Monument: Draft Monument Management Plans and 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be accepted for 90 calendar days following publication of the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency’s notice of availability in the Federal Register.  
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Bureau of Land Management, Canyon Country District Office 

82 Dogwood, Avenue 

Moab, Utah 84532 

Email: rdoolit@blm.gov 

ePlanning Website: https://goo.gl/uLrEae 

https://goo.gl/uLrEae


1 

United States Department of the Interior 
 

 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
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440 West 200 South, Suite 500  

Salt Lake City, UT 84101-1345  

http://www.blm.gov/utah 

 
In Reply Refer To: 

BLM/1610 (UT-935)  

 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Draft Monument Management Plans/Environmental 

Impact Statement (MMPs/EIS) for the Shash Jáa and Indian Creek Units of the Bears Ears 

National Monument (BENM). The MMPs/EIS were prepared by the Bureau of Land Management 

(BLM) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

The BENM was established by Presidential Proclamation 9558 on December 28, 2016. On 

December 4, 2017, Presidential Proclamation 9681 clarified and modified the designation of the 

BENM. The revised BENM boundaries include two separate units, known as the Shash Jáa and 

Indian Creek Units, that are reserved for the care and management of the objects of historic and 

scientific interest within their boundaries.  

The Draft MMPs/EIS analyze alternatives for future management of the BENM Shash Jáa and 

Indian Creek Units, which include 201,876 acres of Federal lands in San Juan County, Utah, to 

which the adopted MMPs would apply. The Shash Jáa Unit contains 97,393 acres of BLM-

administered lands and 32,587 acres of USFS-administered lands. The Indian Creek Unit contains 

71,896 acres of BLM-administered lands. The MMPs adopted by the BLM would replace the 

existing Bureau of Land Management Monticello Field Office Record of Decision and Approved 

Resource Management Plan for the BLM-administered lands within the BENM. The MMP 

adopted by the USFS would amend the existing Land and Resource Management Plan: Manti-La 

Sal National Forest for USFS-administered lands within the BENM. 

In developing the Draft MMPs/EIS, the BLM and USFS have developed a range of options to 

resolve resource conflicts. They have done this by considering 1) issues raised through public 

scoping and consultation and coordination with cooperating agencies and American Indian Tribes, 

2) issues raised by agency resource specialists, and 3) applicable planning criteria. This process 

has resulted in the development of three alternatives and the No Action Alternative, which 

represents a continuation of current management. These alternatives are described in their 

entirety in Chapter 2 of the Draft MMPs/EIS. Alternative D has been identified by the BLM and 

USFS as the preferred alternative. Chapter 3 presents the affected environment and analyzes 

the potential impacts to resources or resource uses from implementation of the alternatives. 

Chapter 4 describes the BLM’s and USFS’s consultation and coordination efforts throughout the 

process. 

The BLM and USFS encourage the public to review and provide comments on the Draft MMPs/EIS. Of 

particular importance is feedback concerning the adequacy of the alternatives, the analysis of their 

respective management decisions, and any new information that would help the BLM and USFS 

produce the Proposed MMPs/Final EIS. In developing the Proposed MMPs/Final EIS, which is the 

next phase of the planning process, the decision-maker may select various management decisions 

from each of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft MMPs/EIS for the purpose of creating a 

management strategy that best meets the need of protecting the Monument objects and values 

while providing for multiple uses. 
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Resource Topic Issues 

Social and economic 
considerations 

How would land management decisions provide for and affect opportunities for local economic development 
including tourism, livestock grazing, and other uses?  

Special designations  How would existing ACECs and their identified relevant and important values be protected?  

Special status species How would management of other resource uses in the BENM affect special status species and their habitats?  
What management actions are necessary to protect the Monument objects and values related to special status 
species?  

Travel and transportation 
management 

Are changes to existing off-highway vehicle (OHV) use area designations or mechanized access necessary to protect 
the Monument objects and values?  
How would changes to existing OHV use area designations affect opportunities for OHV access and recreation within 
the BENM?  

Vegetation  How would land management decisions and other resource uses in the BENM affect vegetation resources, including 
the potential for the introduction and spread of invasive and noxious species?  

Visual resources and 
night skies 

How would management of other resource uses in the BENM affect scenic quality and integrity?  
How would management of other resource uses in the BENM affect the visibility of night skies?  
How would the BLM and USFS manage visual resources in the BENM to protect Monument objects and values related 
to scenery?  

Wildlife and  
fisheries  

How would management of other resource uses in the BENM affect wildlife and fish and their habitats?  
What management actions are necessary to protect the Monument objects and values related to fish and wildlife?  

Forestry and  
woodlands 

How would forests and woodlands be managed to provide for the needs of local communities while protecting 
Monument objects and values?  

1.5. Issues Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail 
Resource topics and issues considered but dismissed from detailed analysis in this EIS are listed in Table 
1-2, along with the rationale for dismissal.  

Table 1-2. Issues Dismissed from Detailed Analysis 
Resource Topic Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis 

Minerals Proclamation 9558 withdrew all Federal lands within the BENM from location and entry under the Mining Law of 1872 
and from the disposition of leasable and salable minerals under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 and all other 
applicable laws. Therefore, no mineral exploration or development would occur except on valid existing mining claims. 
There are no authorized mineral leases, exploration, development, or production operations on Federal lands within the 
BENM. A total of six unpatented placer mining claims are located on Federal lands within the Shash Jáa Unit. An 
operator must attain the stated level of protection or reclamation required by specific laws in BLM- and USFS-
administered National Monuments pursuant to regulations at 43 CFR 3809.415(c). 

Public health 
and safety 

Consistent with national policy, the BLM and USFS will continue to work to identify and address all abandoned mine 
lands sites on public lands. Few mining claims and abandoned mine lands occur in the BENM. Other substantial impacts 
on public health and safety are not anticipated to occur as a result of the development of the MMPs. Impacts on public 
health and safety would be considered in subsequent implementation-level NEPA analyses as determined appropriate 
by the BLM and USFS.  

Renewable energy The BLM and USFS have determined that identification of renewable energy zones is not appropriate within the BENM. 
Any application for land use authorizations for renewable energy would be processed and analyzed at the site-specific 
level through the BLM ROW and USFS Special Use Permit management decisions in the approved MMPs.  

Wild and scenic rivers 
(BLM) 

During the development of the Monticello RMP in 2008, the BLM conducted an evaluation of rivers within the Planning 
Area. The 2008 Monticello RMP found three river segments located within the Planning Area (Arch Canyon, Indian 
Creek, and San Juan River Segment 3) to be eligible but not suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River 
System. Appendix H of the 2008 Monticello RMP ROD describes the rationale for the eligibility and suitability 
determinations for each river segment. Conditions affecting the determination of suitability have not changed. 
Therefore, these river segments remain eligible but not suitable within these MMPs. Analysis of impacts to eligible wild 
and scenic rivers was discussed in the 2008 Monticello RMP and will not be repeated within these plans. Impacts to 
riparian areas and identified outstandingly remarkable values (e.g., fish habitat, scenery, and recreation) are discussed 
in the respective resource sections.  

WSAs  
(BLM) 

The BLM’s management policy for WSAs, excluding specifically excepted cases, is to continue resource uses on lands 
designated as WSAs in a manner that does not impair the area’s suitability for preservation as wilderness. All WSAs in 
the BENM are currently and would remain closed to OHV use, new ROWs, and other uses that would negatively impact 
their suitability for wilderness designation under all alternatives. These restrictions do not apply to activities outside of 
the WSAs because outside activities do not impact the suitability of WSAs for preservation as wilderness.  
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Resource Topic Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis 

Wilderness evaluation, 
wild and scenic rivers, 
species of 
conservation concern, 
timber suitability 

The USFS is currently revising the 1986 Manti-La Sal LRMP under 36 CFR 219. Included in the revision process is the 
requirement to conduct a wilderness evaluation and a wild and scenic river eligibility study, identify species of 
conservation concern, and analyze timber suitability. These topics are being addressed by the USFS as a component of 
the ongoing Manti-La Sal National Forest forest-wide LRMP revision. The USFS conducted a statewide wild and scenic 
river evaluation in 2008; the results of that evaluation can be found in the Record of Decision and Forest Plan 
Amendments – Wild and Scenic River Suitability Study for National Forest System Lands in Utah (USFS 2008). 

1.6. Planning Criteria 
Planning criteria establish constraints, guidelines, and standards for the planning process and help the 
BLM and USFS define the scope of planning and analysis. The following criteria are based on the standards 
prescribed by applicable laws and regulations; agency guidance; results of consultation and coordination 
with the public, other Federal, State, and local agencies and American Indian Tribes; analysis pertinent to 
the Planning Area; and professional judgment. 

1. The public planning process for the MMPs will be guided by Proclamation 9558, as modified by 
Proclamation 9681, in addition to FLPMA, NFMA, and NEPA.  

2. The planning process will recognize valid existing rights.  
3. The BLM and USFS will adhere to but will not repeat or duplicate in the MMPs direction from laws, 

regulations, and policy or agency guidance (e.g., instructional memoranda, manuals, and 
handbooks). 

4. Decisions made in the planning process will apply only to BLM- and USFS-administered lands and, 
where appropriate, split-estate lands where the subsurface mineral estate is managed by the BLM.  

5. Existing WSAs will continue to be managed to prevent impairment and ensure continued suitability 
for designation as wilderness. Should Congress release all or part of a WSA from wilderness study, 
resource management will be determined by preparing an amendment to the MMP. 

6. The BLM and USFS will not conduct implementation-level travel management planning and 
associated route inventories, assessments, or designations as part of developing the MMPs.  

7. As required by the Presidential Proclamation 9558, as modified by Presidential Proclamation 9681, 
the BLM and USFS will meaningfully engage with American Indian Tribes and will carefully and fully 
consider integrating the traditional and historical knowledge and special expertise of the Tribes. The 
BLM and the USFS will also work with the Tribes to identify parameters for continued meaningful 
engagement that will be set forth in the MMPs. 

1.7. Relationships to Other Policies, Plans, and Programs  
The BLM and the USFS recognize the importance of State, Tribal, and local plans. The BLM and USFS will 
develop the MMPs to be consistent with or complementary to the management actions in the following 
plans and policies to the maximum extent consistent with Presidential Proclamation 9558, as modified by 
Presidential Proclamation 9681, FLPMA, NFMA, and other applicable laws and regulations governing the 
administration of public lands: 
• San Juan County Master Plan (San Juan County 2008)  
• San Juan County Resource Management Plan (San Juan County 2017)  
• Utah Wildlife Action Plan (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources [UDWR] 2015)  
• State of Utah Resource Management Plan (State of Utah 2018a) 

In addition to these plans, the BLM and USFS have considered and developed the MMPs to be consistent 
with the applicable laws, regulations, policies, and plans listed in Appendix C: Laws, Regulations, Policies, 
and Plans Considered in the Development of the Monument Management Plans and Environmental Impact 
Statement.  
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CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES  

2.1. Introduction  
This chapter presents alternatives for managing the BENM. To meet the purpose of and need for the plans, all 
alternatives must be compatible with the protection of the objects and values outlined in Presidential 
Proclamation 9558, as modified by Presidential Proclamation 9681. Multiple uses may be allowed to the 
extent that they are consistent with the protection of Monument objects and values. During the preparation 
of the MMPs, the BLM and USFS must analyze and consider alternatives to ensure that Monument objects 
and values are conserved, protected, and restored. 

On BLM-administered lands, the selected action alternative would replace the existing Monticello RMP. On 
USFS-administered lands, the selected action alternative would amend the existing Manti-La Sal LRMP. 
Some components of the existing Monticello RMP and Manti-La Sal LRMP have been incorporated into the 
action alternatives where no changes are necessary to protect Monument objects and values. The USFS is in 
the process of completing a forest-wide LRMP revision. The resulting forest-wide LRMP would replace the 
1986 Manti-La Sal LRMP. The USFS will seek alignment between the BENM MMPs and the revised LRMP.  

The MMPs include both land use planning and implementation-level decisions. Following completion of the 
proposed MMPs, pursuant to BLM's planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610.5-2, any person who participated in 
the planning process and has an interest which is or may be adversely affected by the planning decisions 
may protest approval of the planning decisions. Unlike land use planning decisions, implementation-level 
decisions are not subject to protest under BLM planning regulations but are subject to an administrative 
review process through appeals to the Office of Hearing and Appeals, Interior Board of Land Appeals 
pursuant to 43 CFR 4 Subpart E. Implementation decisions appealable to the Interior Board of Land Appeals 
are marked with an "*" in Section 2.4. Of specific note, several management actions identified in the 
Monticello RMP and carried over into Alternative A (No Action) are no longer considered land use planning 
decisions, per the BLM’s Recreation and Visitor Services Manual update in 2012. If such management 
actions are carried forward in other alternatives, they are identified as implementation-level decisions. 

2.2. Description of the Alternatives  

2.2.1. Alternative A: No Action Alternative 
Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, represents existing management mandated by current land use 
plans for the Planning Area and consists of management decisions in the Monticello RMP and Manti-La Sal 
LRMP, to the extent that those decisions are compatible with Presidential Proclamation 9558, as modified 
by Presidential Proclamation 9681. Where there are conflicts with language included in the Proclamations 
and management decisions included in the Monticello RMP and Manti-La Sal LRMP, information from the 
Proclamations is included. Section 2.4 summarizes the management actions associated with Alternative A. 
A complete description of the management actions associated with Alternative A is contained in the 2008 
Monticello RMP and 1986 Manti-La Sal LRMP, which are incorporated here by reference.  

2.2.2. Alternative B 
Alternative B would prioritize the protection of Monument objects and values over other resource uses and 
would identify areas for additional long-term protections of resource values within the Planning Area. As with 
the other alternatives, this alternative provides specific direction for the management of SRMAs and RMZs. In 
general, this alternative provides guidance on the requirements for subsequent site-specific management 
actions, which ensures consistency but limits flexibility at the site-specific implementation level. 
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• The agencies would allocate the following cultural sites as Public Use (Developed): 
o Butler Wash Developed Roadside  
o Mule Canyon Kiva  
o River House Ruin  
o Butler Wash Panel 
o Arch Canyon Great House complex 

o House on Fire  
o Moon House Ruin 
o Doll House Ruin 
o Hole-in-the-Rock Trail/San Juan Hill  
o Butler Wash Dinosaur Track Site 

o Big Kachina Panel 
o Salvation Knoll 
o Newspaper Rock  
o Shay Canyon 

• Agencies would continue to consult with Tribes to add or remove sites to this list as necessary. Criteria for future allocation of sites are provided in Appendix E.  
• The agencies shall meaningfully engage the Shash Jáa Commission or, should the Commission no longer exist, the Tribal governments through some other entity composed of elected tribal government officers (comparable entity), 

in the development of the management plan and to inform subsequent management of the Monument. To that end, in developing or revising the management plan, the agencies shall carefully and fully consider integrating the 
traditional and historical knowledge and special expertise of the Commission or comparable entity. If the agencies decide not to incorporate specific recommendations submitted to them in writing by the Commission or 
comparable entity, they would provide the Commission or comparable entity with a written explanation of their reasoning. The management plan shall also set forth parameters for continued meaningful engagement with the 
Commission or comparable entity in implementation of the management plan. 

2.4.1.3. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE  

Table 2-1. Alternatives for Cultural Resources 

Indian 
Creek 

Shash 
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X X 

No similar action All climbing routes, trails, and access points open. As part of 
the cultural resource monitoring and mitigation plan in the 
cultural resources management plan, the agencies would 
survey and monitor popular routes with potential to impact 
cultural resources.  
The BLM would close or reroute climbing routes, trails, and 
access points to avoid or reduce impacts to significant cultural 
resources or, if closure or routing is not practicable, implement 
mitigation to avoid significant impacts to site integrity. 

Same as Alternative D 
 

All climbing routes, trails, and access points open. However, if survey and monitoring 
information gathered proactively or through site clearances indicates impacts to 
significant cultural resources, the agencies would do the following: 

Educate climbers on potential climbing impacts to cultural resources and how to 
“tread lightly” and/or self-regulate to avoid impacting these resources 
Work with climbing organizations and SRP/SUP holders to increase volunteer 
monitoring and to educate climbers 
If impacts continue, close or reroute climbing routes, trails, and access points to 
significant cultural resources 

X 

 Shay Canyon  
Hiking limited to designated trails 
except for side canyons   

Same as Alternative D with the following exception: 
The BLM would reroute or close trails that impact cultural 
site integrity.  

Same as Alternative D with the following exceptions: 
If monitoring indicates impacts to cultural site integrity (see management above), the BLM 
may harden, reroute, or close trails or develop viewing platforms as necessary to protect sites.  
The BLM would provide education or interpretation to inform recreational users of the 
importance of not impacting cultural sites.  

Shay Canyon 
Hiking trails would continue to be open for public use.  
Development of hiking trails would be allowed consistent with maintaining 
Monument objects and values and in consultation with American Indian Tribes.  

2.4.2. Fire Management 

2.4.2.1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
• Maintain existing level of vegetation treatments. Treatment priorities would be identified to make progress in moving areas in Vegetation Condition Class (VCC) III to II, and VCC II to I.  
• For vegetation cover types in proper functioning condition (PFC), use fire management as necessary to maintain that PFC. 

2.4.2.2. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES  
• Wildland fire would be utilized to protect, maintain, and enhance resources, and, when possible, would be allowed to function in its natural ecological role.  
• Hazardous fuels reduction treatments would be used to restore ecosystems; protect human, natural, and cultural resources; and reduce the threat of wildfire to communities.  
• Protection of human life would be the primary fire management priority. Establishing a priority among protecting human communities and community infrastructure, other property and improvements, and natural and cultural 

resources would be based on human health and safety, the values to be protected, and the costs of protection. Fire management decisions and actions would consider the following: 
o Protection of cultural resources and/or cultural landscapes 
o Maintaining existing healthy ecosystems 
o High-priority subbasins or watersheds, including watersheds that are impaired or that support important natural or cultural resources 
o Habitat needs of threatened, endangered, or special status species 
o Protection of recreation sites 
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• Management of wildfires to meet resource objectives is authorized in the Indian Creek Unit. Consideration of ongoing management decisions and other natural changes would direct periodic reassessment of Desired Wildland Fire 
Condition (DWFC) and determination of potential areas for wildland fire use. Operational management of wildland fire use is described in the Moab District Fire Management Plan (FMP) (BLM 1998 as amended). The fire 
management plan identifies fire management units that may have the potential for wildland fire use.  

• Wildfires may be managed to meet resource objectives outside of the Indian Creek Unit except when the following resources and values may be negatively impacted and there are no reasonable resource protection measures to 
protect such resources and values:  
o Areas known to be highly susceptible to post-fire cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) or invasive weed invasion  
o Important terrestrial and aquatic habitats 
o Riparian habitat 
o Non-fire-adapted vegetation communities 
o Sensitive cultural resources 
o Areas of soil with high or very high erosion hazard 
o Administrative sites 
o Developed recreation sites 
o Communication sites 

• Fuels treatment: Fuels treatments would be focused on the DWFC of restoring VCC regimes to ecosystems when feasible, so that future wildfires can be more easily managed. Unless otherwise prohibited in these alternatives, 
fuels management decisions may include the following activities: 
o Mechanical treatments such as mowing, chopping, or chipping/grinding (with a brush cutter), chaining, tilling, cutting, or extraction 
o Prescribed fire, including broadcast, underburn, and handpile burning 
o Chemical spraying or biological treatments such as insects or goats/sheep/cattle 
o Seeding, including aerial or ground application (manual or mechanical) 

• A Normal Year Fire Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan for the Moab District is in place to meet the Emergency Stabilization & Reclamation (ES&R) program needs and to comply with up-to-date ES&R program policy and 
guidance. The Normal Year Fire Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan is a programmatic implementation plan authorizing treatment options specific to vegetative communities and dependent upon post-wildland fire conditions and 
other site-specific considerations. Treatment actions that are designed according to the type and severity of wildfire impacts and priorities include, but are not limited to, areas where the following criteria apply: it is necessary to 
protect human life and safety as well as property; unique or critical cultural and/or historical resources are at risk; it is determined soils are highly susceptible to accelerated erosion; perennial grasses and forbs (fire-tolerant plants) 
are not expected to provide soil and watershed protection within 2 years; there is a need to establish a vegetative fuel break of less flammable species (greenstrips); unacceptable vegetation, such as noxious weeds, may readily 
invade and become established; shrubs and forbs are a crucial habitat component for wintering mule deer; unacceptable vegetation, such as noxious weeds, may readily invade and become established; shrubs and forbs are a 
crucial habitat component for wintering mule deer or other special status species; or stabilization and rehabilitation are necessary to meet MMP objectives. 

• Fire suppression in wilderness areas, inventoried roadless areas (IRAs), WSAs, and lands managed for the protection of wilderness characteristics would be through “light-on-the-land” techniques or minimum impact suppression 
tactics as per BLM Manuals 6320, 6330, and 6340 and Forest Service Manuals 1925, 2324, and 2326.  

• Fuels work would only be allowed in the Dark Canyon Wilderness if it were determined to be the minimum required action for managing the wilderness character of the area.  
• Fuels work would be allowed in the Dark Canyon Wilderness only if it were determined that it would maintain or enhance wilderness characteristics. 
• Fuels work in the Arch Canyon IRA would be consistent with the 2001 Roadless Rule (36 CFR 294). 

2.4.2.3. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Table 2-2. Alternatives for Fire Management 

Indian 
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X X 

No similar action Same as Alternative D except that the following sites would be authorized for treatment 
by hand treatments and chemical methods only:  

Wildland urban interface (with exception for pile/slash burning) 

Fire-vulnerable historic properties and localities listed on or eligible for the NRHP 

Areas within designated buffers of nesting raptors as per Best Management Practices 
for Raptors and Their Associated Habitats in Utah (Appendix H)  

Areas managed for protection of wilderness characteristics  

Fuels management in the Planning Area would be confined 
to those areas where it would be necessary to protect 
human life and property, sensitive cultural resources, and 
ecosystem function. Treatment methods would be identified 
on a project-specific basis at the implementation level. 

Fuels management decisions would be authorized throughout the Planning Area with the following restrictions:  

Prescribed fire would not be allowed during the migratory bird nesting season if it is determined that active 
nesting migratory birds are present within the treatment area.  

Prescribed fire would be allowed in habitats for threatened and endangered species if species are not 
present or if they are present but not nesting.  

Cultural sites with planned treatment areas would be pretreated with a variety of methods to reduce fuels 
before the use of prescribed fire.  

Prescribed fire would not be used to treat tamarisk during nesting season for southwestern willow flycatcher 
if it is determined that the species is actively nesting. 

Prescribed fire would not be used to treat camping or other high use areas during times of high use.  
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Indian 
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X X 

No similar action No chaining treatments would be allowed in the Planning Area (chaining refers to the 
practice of dragging a heavy chain between tracked heavy equipment to break off or 
uproot woody vegetation).  

Chaining would be allowed only in those areas where the 
agencies have determined that it would be consistent with 
the protection, preservation, and restoration of Monument 
objects and values.  

Chaining treatments would be allowed in areas that had been previously chained.  

 

2.4.3. Lands and Realty 

2.4.3.1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
• Acquire and maintain access to public lands to improve management efficiency, facilitate multiple use, and promote the public’s enjoyment of these lands in coordination with other Federal agencies, State and local governments, 

and private landowners. 
• To the extent possible, avoid designating or authorizing use of transportation or utility corridors within the Indian Creek Unit. 

2.4.3.2. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES  
• Minimum impact filming criteria: Filming would be allowed in all areas, provided the following criteria are met: 

o The project would not adversely impact sensitive habitat or species. 
o The project would not adversely impact American Indian sacred site(s) nor adversely affect NRHP-eligible sites. 
o The project would not involve use of pyrotechnics more than a campfire in an appropriate setting. 
o Filming would be allowed in all areas, provided impacts to land, air, or water can be avoided, mitigated, or reclaimed and all regulatory requirements can be met (e.g., Wilderness Act, Endangered Species Act [ESA], etc.) 
o The project would not involve use of explosives. 
o The project, if it involves use of livestock or exotic animal species, would provide certified weed-free feed for those animals and would include provisions for containment and/or capture of animals.  
o The project would not involve extensive restriction of public access. 
o Limited filming would be allowed in areas with the following sensitive resources, provided that impacts to these sensitive resources can be avoided, mitigated, or reclaimed: 
 Historic, cultural, or paleontological sites  
 American Indian sacred sites 
 Sensitive soils 
 Air quality 
 Sensitive species or habitat 
 Relict environments 
 Wetlands, floodplains, or riparian areas 
 Water quality 
 Wildlife habitat 
 ACECs 
 Wilderness, WSAs, or lands managed to protect wilderness characteristics 

o Use of heavy equipment would be allowed, provided that any resource damage can be avoided, mitigated, or reclaimed. 
o Criteria for use of aircraft (helicopter, fixed wing, hot air balloons, excluding unmanned aerial vehicles systems [UAVSs]) would be as follows: 
 No landing or refueling would be conducted within WSAs and designated wilderness areas. 
 Use of aircraft in an area with wildlife concerns would be allowed if a survey or inventory by an approved biologist demonstrates that animals are not present or, if animals are present, aircraft use is not proposed for more 

than 1 day and does not exceed the frequency of two projects per 30-day period. 
 Use of aircraft in areas with high recreational use, WSAs, or areas close to residences is proposed for no more than 2 days and does not exceed the frequency of three 2-day projects per 30-day period. 
 Aircraft use proposed within 0.5 mile of any designated campground would be during low-use times (i.e., weekdays and not during major holidays between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.) 
 Use of UAVSs for filming on public lands must follow Federal Aviation Administration Civil Operations Part 107. 
 No landing, taking off, or dropping or picking up any material or supplies with a UAVS or other flying apparatus, or operating aircraft within designated wilderness. Film permittees would observe Federal Aviation 

Administration flight advisory(s) for flying over designated wilderness.  
• Additional minimum-impact criteria for designated wilderness and WSAs on BLM lands:  

o The project would not involve use of more than 20 livestock in these locations.* Impacts from livestock can be avoided, mitigated, or reclaimed.  
o The project would not involve 15 or more production vehicles.* Vehicles would only be allowed on WSA or designated wilderness boundary roads.  
o The project would not involve 50 or more people within these areas.*  
o The activity within these areas would not continue in excess of 10 days.*  
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No lands in the Planning Area would be available for disposal. Acquisition of lands within the Planning Area would be pursued where it would provide for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the objects and values for which 
the Monument was designated. Any acquired lands would be managed the same as adjacent lands in the Planning Area unless they required specific management related to Monument objects and values. 

As per BLM Manual 6330, Forest Service Manual 2300, and Congressional action, WSAs and Wilderness Areas would be exclusion areas for any ROWs (Section 501[a] FLPMA). As per the State of Utah v. Andrus, October 1, 1979 (Cotter 
Decision), the agencies would grant the State of Utah reasonable access to State lands for economic purposes on a case-by-case basis. 

The agencies would give land exchanges with the State of Utah priority consideration in terms of acquiring land consistent with the management of Monument objects and values. 

Landing on and taking off from existing backcountry airstrips on BLM- or USFS-administered lands in the Planning Area would be allowed. 

2.4.3.3. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Table 2-3. Alternatives for Lands and Realty 

Indian 
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X  

The Indian Creek Unit would be open for ROWs except for the following 
exclusion and avoidance areas (Map 2-2): 
Exclusion areas: 

Bridger Jack Mesa WSA 
Avoidance areas:  

Shay Canyon ACEC 
Lavender Mesa ACEC  
Newspaper Rock Site  

The Indian Creek Unit would be a ROW exclusion 
with the exception of private land access and 
infrastructure (Map 2-4). 

The Indian Creek Unit would be an avoidance area for ROWs except for the 
following exclusion areas (Map 2-6): 

Bridger Jack Mesa WSA 

Lands with wilderness characteristics managed for those characteristics 
under this alternative 

To request a ROW within the avoidance area, an applicant would be required 
to meet, at a minimum, one of the following criteria: 

The applicant can demonstrate that there is no practicable route outside 
of the unit. 
The proposed ROW would be consistent with the objects and values of the 
Monument.  

ROWs may be granted for maintenance or improvement of existing roads 
consistent with the protection of Monument objects and values.  

The Indian Creek Unit would be open for ROWs except for the following exclusion and 
avoidance areas (Map 2-8): 

Exclusion areas: 
Bridger Jack Mesa WSA 

Avoidance areas:  
Shay Canyon ACEC 
Developed recreation sites 
Active floodplains, riparian areas, springs, and public water reserves 
Lavender Mesa ACEC  

Criteria for requesting a ROW within an avoidance area would be the same as Alternative C 
ROWs may be granted for maintenance or improvement of existing roads consistent with 
the protection of Monument objects and values 

 X 

The Shash Jáa Unit would be open for BLM ROWs and USFS SUPs except 
for the following exclusion and avoidance areas (Map 2-1): 
Exclusion areas:  

Mule Canyon WSA 
Fish Creek Canyon WSA 

Avoidance areas:  
Comb Ridge RMZ 
San Juan River SRMA 

The Shash Jáa Unit would be a BLM ROW and 
USFS SUP exclusion area (Map 2-3). 

The Shash Jáa Unit would be a BLM ROW and USFS SUP exclusion area with 
the following exceptions, which would be avoidance areas (Map 2-5):  

Designated utility corridors 
UDOT highway existing ROW 

To request a ROW within the avoidance area, the applicant would be required 
to meet, at a minimum, the following criteria: 

The applicant can demonstrate that there is no practicable route outside 
of the Monument. 
The proposed ROW would be consistent with the objects and values of the 
Monument. 

ROWs may be granted for maintenance or improvement of existing roads 
consistent with the protection of Monument objects and values.  

The Shash Jáa Unit would be a BLM ROW and USFS SUP avoidance area with the following 
exceptions (Map 2-7): 
Exclusion areas:  

Mule Canyon WSA 
Fish Creek Canyon WSA 
Designated wilderness 

Open areas: 
Designated utility corridors  

ROWs may be issued for maintenance and improvement of existing roads and where 
necessary to access non-Federal in-holdings so long as impacts to Monument objects can 
be avoided or mitigated.  

 X 

Transportation and utility corridors 
The LUP would adopt the existing designated ROW corridors from the 
Resource Management Plan Record of Decision and Rangeland Program 
Summary for the San Juan Resource Area, Moab District, Utah (BLM 1991) 
including the Western Utility Group (WUG) updates to the Western Regional 
Corridor Study, Section 368 Energy Policy Act of 2005, Westwide Energy 
Corridor PEIS. Designate additional corridors as needed subject to physical 
barriers and sensitive resource values. Designated transportation and 
utility corridors include existing groupings of ROWs for electric transmission 
facilities, pipelines 16 inches and larger, communication lines, Federal and 
State highways, and major county road systems. 

There would be no designated ROW corridors in 
the Planning Area. 
 

Same as Alternative D Retain existing designated corridors. Do not designate new corridors. 
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Indian 
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X X 

No similar action Casual-use landing and takeoff of UAVSs would 
not be allowed anywhere in the Planning Area.  
Use of UAVSs for administrative use or permitted 
use would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis 
per U.S. Department of the Interior Operational 
Procedures Memorandum (OPM)-11, USFS 
Manual 5713.7, USFS Handbook 5709.16, and 
Federal Aviation Administration Civil Operations 
Part 107. 

Same as Alternative D Casual-use landing and takeoff of UAVSs would not be allowed in the following areas in the 
Planning Area: 

Developed recreation areas 
All cultural resources sites that are not allocated as Public Use sites.  
WSAs 
Designated wilderness 

Use of UAVSs for administrative use or permitted use would be analyzed on a case-by-case 
basis per U.S. Department of the Interior Operational Procedures Memorandum (OPM)-11, 
USFS Manual 5713.7, USFS Handbook 5700, and Federal Aviation Administration Civil 
Operations Part 107. 

2.4.4. Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 

2.4.4.1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
• As appropriate, consider allowable uses consistent with the goals and objectives for managing lands for wilderness characteristics. 

2.4.4.2. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Table 2-4. Alternatives for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics  

Indian  
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X X 

Do not apply any provisions 
specifically to protect wilderness 
characteristics. Manage lands 
with wilderness characteristics 
for multiple uses, subject to 
management actions for other 
resources and resource uses 
within this plan. 

The following areas would be managed to protect their wilderness characteristics (Maps 2-9 and 2-10): 
Bridger Jack (Lands with wilderness characteristics unit outside the Bridger Jack Mesa WSA) 

Harts Point  
San Juan River 
Road Canyon 
Fish and Owl Canyons 
Comb Ridge 
Shay Mountain  

The following areas would be managed to protect their wilderness characteristics (Maps 2-11 and 2-12):  
Bridger Jack (Lands with wilderness characteristics unit outside the Bridger Jack Mesa WSA, 
excluding the Bridger Jack Mesa camping area) 
Road Canyon (portion outside RMZs) 
Fish and Owl Canyons (portion outside RMZs) 

On boundary roads and cherry-stemmed roads there would be a 100-foot setback from designated route 
centerlines that would not be managed for protection of wilderness characteristics.  

Same as Alternative A 

X X 

Not applicable.  Areas managed for the protection of wilderness characteristics would be managed as follows: 
Designate as ROW exclusion areas. 
Close to construction of new roads. 
Designate as an OHV closed area. 
Allow commercial activities or recreational activities (e.g., SRPs /SUPs) that would not degrade an area’s 
wilderness characteristics 
Exclude to commercial wood gathering. 
Designate as VRM Class I. 
Only hand tools or chemicals would be allowed to be used for vegetation treatments; no mechanical treatments.  
Restrict construction of new structures and facilities unrelated to the preservation or enhancement of wilderness 
characteristics or necessary for the management of uses allowed under this plan. 

Areas managed for the protection of wilderness characteristics would be managed as follows: 
Designate as ROW exclusion areas. 
Close to construction of new roads. 
Designate as OHV limited. 
Allow commercial activities or recreational activities (e.g., SRPs/SUPs and commercial wood-cutting 
permits) that would not degrade an area’s wilderness characteristics. 
Designate as VRM Class II. 
Allow vegetative treatments consistent with VRM Class II for the purpose of maintaining or restoring 
ecological condition or if needed to support supplemental values. Allow thinning/removal of trees, 
herbicide application, and prescribed fire (pile burning) in previously treated areas where it meets 
VRM II objectives. 

Not applicable. 

2.4.5. Livestock Grazing 

2.4.5.1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
• Allow for sustainable grazing that maximizes the contribution to the local community economy while providing for the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the Monument objects and values. 
• Monitor rangeland conditions and adapt grazing practices as necessary to maintain or make progress toward long-term rangeland health. 
• Maintain and improve range improvements (including access) to allow for effective range management. 
• Manage grazing to maintain a healthy and diverse vegetation community.  
• Educate the public about avoiding conflict with livestock and manage livestock grazing to avoid conflicts with recreational users to the extent practicable.  
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2.4.5.2. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
• If monitoring indicates that grazing is impacting the following resources, appropriate mitigation measures would be used to minimize those impacts in the following areas:  

o Recreational high use areas 
o Cultural sites  
o Paleontological sites  
o Riparian areas, springs, and seeps 

• Continue to authorize current, active, permitted grazing use unless monitoring data or other factors indicate a need for change (e.g., change in Federal landownership). 
• Develop offsite water sources where practicable to reduce impacts to riparian areas, seeps, and springs. 

• Any range improvements would avoid construction on cultural sites and would avoid creating concentrations of livestock on cultural sites. 

2.4.5.3. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Table 2-5. Alternatives for Livestock Grazing 

Indian  
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X  

Areas unavailable for grazing  
Make the following areas unavailable for grazing in the Indian Creek Unit 
(Map 2-14): 

Bridger Jack Mesa 
Lavender Mesa 
Shay Canyon ACEC limited to trailing only  
Indian Creek from Kelly Ranch vicinity to USFS boundary limited to 
trailing only 

Developed recreation sites (currently developed and proposed and 
listed in Section 2.4.7 would be unavailable for grazing) 
Any recreation sites additional to those listed may be unavailable for 
grazing without a plan amendment and would be analyzed with site-
specific NEPA 

The following pastures within the Indian Creek allotment would be unavailable for 
livestock grazing (Map 2-16). These pastures would be available for trailing to allow 
permittee to access private lands and other areas available for grazing:  

Bridger Jack Bench East 
North Cottonwood Upper 
Bridger Jack Mesa 
North Cottonwood 
Lavender 
Bridger Jack North 
Upper 
Upper Mid 
Upper Ranch 2 
Upper Ranch 1 
Bull 1 
Bull 2 
Bull 3 
Davis 
Corral Pocket 
Titus Canyon  

Same as Alternative A. Monitoring would be used to assist in 
meeting or making progress towards meeting Utah Rangeland 
Health Standards consistent with the management of Monument 
objects and values (Map 2-18) 

The Indian Creek Unit would be available for grazing with the 
following exceptions, which would be unavailable for grazing (Map 2-
20): 

Bridger Jack Mesa 
Lavender Mesa 
Shay Canyon limited to trailing only (this boundary is area 
identified for trailing and is not the Shay Canyon ACEC boundary) 
Indian Creek from Kelly Ranch vicinity to USFS boundary limited 
to trailing only.  
Developed recreation sites (existing and as described in Section 
2.4.7) 

The intention for areas unavailable for grazing would be to use 
natural topographic features (e.g., pour-offs, canyon walls, etc.) to the 
extent possible to mitigate direct adverse impacts to various 
resources from livestock. Through plan maintenance, existing areas 
made unavailable may be adjusted to meet this intention. 

 X 

Areas unavailable for grazing 

Make the following areas unavailable for grazing in the Shash Jáa Unit: 
(Map 2-13): 

Comb Wash side canyons (Mule Canyon south of SR-95, Arch, Fish, 
Owl, and Road). These areas were made unavailable for grazing by 
court decision and are also made unavailable for grazing in this LUP. 

Identified side canyons of Butler Wash.  

Developed recreation sites (currently developed and proposed and 
listed in Section 2.4.7) would be unavailable for grazing.  

Any recreation sites additional to those listed may be unavailable for 
grazing without a plan amendment and would be analyzed with site-
specific NEPA. 

The Shash Jáa Unit would be available for grazing with the following exceptions, which 
would be unavailable for grazing (Map 2-15): 

Identified side canyons of Butler Wash, with an additional unnamed side canyon 

Developed recreation sites 

Comb Wash Allotment within the Shash Jáa Unit 

Comb Wash side canyons  

Arch Canyon, including Texas and Butts Canyons  

Milk Ranch Point 

The intention for areas unavailable for grazing would be to use natural topographic 
features (e.g., pour-offs, canyon walls, etc.) to the extent possible to mitigate direct 
adverse impacts to various resources from livestock. Through plan maintenance, existing 
areas made unavailable may be adjusted to meet this intention. 

Same as Alternative D (Map 2-17) The Shash Jáa Unit would be available for grazing with the following 
exceptions, which would be unavailable for grazing (Map 2-19): 

Identified side canyons of Butler Wash  

Developed recreation sites 

Comb Wash side canyons.  

Arch Canyon, including Texas and Butts Canyons  

The intention for areas unavailable for grazing is to use natural 
topographic features (e.g., pour-offs, canyon walls, etc.) to the extent 
possible to mitigate direct adverse impacts to various resources from 
livestock. Through plan maintenance, existing areas made 
unavailable may be adjusted to meet this intention. 

2.4.6. Paleontological Resources 

2.4.6.1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
• Ensure that areas that contain or are likely to contain vertebrate or noteworthy invertebrate or plant fossils are identified and evaluated prior to authorizing surface-disturbing activities. 
• Promote scientific, educational, and interpretive uses of fossils consistent with applicable laws, policies, and regulations. 
• Identify, evaluate, study, interpret, and protect paleontological resources in the Planning Area. 
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2.4.6.2. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
• The Planning Area would be managed to provide for the protection of paleontological resources consistent with Monument objects and values.  
• All research, inventories, and monitoring of paleontological resources would be conducted in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and policy.  
• Casual collection of petrified wood would not be allowed in the Monument. Petrified wood collection is managed by the Petrified Wood Act of 1962, which established petrified wood as a mineral material under the Materials Act of 

1947. The Monument has been withdrawn from all mineral entry and exploration.  

2.4.6.3. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Table 2-6. Alternatives for Paleontology 

Indian  
Creek 

Shash  
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

X X 

On BLM lands within the Monument, recreational collectors may collect 
and retain reasonable amounts of common invertebrate and plant fossils 
for personal, noncommercial use. Surface disturbance must be negligible, 
and mechanized tools may not be used. 
National Forest System lands within the Monument are closed to casual 
collection: 

(a) Casual collecting is not allowed in 1) National Monuments within 
the National Forest System and 2) other National Forest System lands 
closed to casual collecting in accordance with this Part, other statutes, 
executive orders, regulations, or land use plans 

(b) Existing closures of certain areas to casual collecting, authorized 
under separate authority, remain closed under these regulations (36 
CFR 291.12) 

Same as Alternative D  Same as Alternative D Collection of paleontological objects would be by permit only. 
Permits would be considered and issued at the field office level in 
the absence of a regional paleontologist.  
No casual fossil collecting would be allowed within the Planning 
Area to protect Monument objects and values, which include 
paleontological resources. 

X X 

Conduct on-site evaluation of surface-disturbing activities for all Class 5 
areas and minimize impacts to paleontological resources to the degree 
practicable. Evaluation would consider the type of surface disturbance 
proposed, and mitigation would be developed based on site-specific 
information. 

Conduct on-site survey for paleontological resources 
prior to implementing any surface-disturbing 
activities for all Potential Fossil Yield Classification 
(PFYC) 3, 4, and 5 areas. 
Surface-disturbing activities would avoid significant 
paleontological resources or would mitigate those 
impacts below the level of significance. This 
mitigation would be developed based on site-specific 
survey information. 

Conduct on-site survey for paleontological resources prior to implementing any surface-
disturbing activities for all PFYC 3, 4, and 5 areas. 
Surface-disturbing activities would avoid or minimize impacts to paleontological resources to 
the degree practicable. Where avoidance is not practicable, appropriate mitigation to reduce 
impacts would be developed based on site-specific survey information. 

Conduct on-site survey for paleontological resources prior to 
implementing any surface-disturbing activities for all PFYC 4 and 5 
areas. 
Surface-disturbing activities would avoid or minimize impacts to 
paleontological resources to the degree practicable. Where 
avoidance is not practicable, appropriate mitigation to reduce 
impacts would be developed based on site-specific survey 
information. 

X X 

No similar action The agencies would develop a survey and monitoring 
program for paleontological resources along climbing 
routes.  
If surveys indicate the presence of significant 
paleontological resources, the BLM would close or 
reroute climbing routes, trails, and access points for 
both casual and permitted use.  

The agencies would develop a survey and monitoring program for paleontological resources 
along climbing routes.  
If surveys indicate presence of significant paleontological resources on climbing routes, the 
BLM would close or reroute climbing routes, trails, and access points for both casual and 
permitted use.  
If climbing routes cannot be rerouted, the BLM would provide specific education to climbers 
on best climbing practices to avoid or minimize impacts to paleontological resources.  

Commercial guide climbing permits would require paleontological 
survey and clearance prior to issuance of the permit. If survey 
indicates the potential for impacts to significant paleontological 
resources, the climbing route would be altered to avoid or minimize 
impacts.   

X  

No similar action Same as Alternative D with the following exceptions: 

The agencies would reroute or close trails where 
their use is impacting significant paleontological 
resources.   

Same as Alternative D with the following exceptions: 

If monitoring indicates impacts to significant paleontological resources, the agencies 
may harden, reroute, or close trails as necessary to protect sites.  

The BLM would provide education or interpretation to inform recreational users of 
importance of not impacting paleontological resources.  

Shay Canyon 

Hiking trails would continue to be open to casual use.  
Development of hiking paths and trails would be allowed if they are 
consistent with maintaining Monument objects and values, 
including protection of significant paleontological resources. 

X X 

No similar action Future implementation-level travel planning would 
not designate or develop new routes in PFYC 3, 4, 
and 5 areas.* 

During implementation-level travel planning, the agencies would close, reroute, or develop 
mitigation for OHV routes that are impacting significant paleontological resources.* 

Implementation-level travel planning would designate routes to avoid impacts to 
paleontological resources.* 

The agencies would develop a detailed implementation-level monitoring plan subsequent to 
this MMP to track paleontological, cultural, and natural resource impacts. This plan would be 
coordinated with volunteers to perform monitoring to the maximum extent practicable.  

Implementation-level travel planning would not designate new OHV 
routes in PFYC 4 and 5 areas.*  
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Indian 
Creek 

Shash 
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

 

X 

Decisions REC-46 through REC-79 from the Monticello RMP address 
management of SRMAs. A summary of the decisions related to ISRPs and 
fees for private, non-commercial Special Area use are as follows:  

All SRMAs (Cedar Mesa, San Juan River) would be designated as 
Special Areas, which could require permits and payment of fees. In the 
Comb Ridge RMZ, a permit system would be established if necessary. 
ISRPs and fees currently required for Moon House, Mule Canyon WSA 
(in-canyon), and Lower Fish Creek. 

ISRPs and fees for private, non-commercial Special Area use would be 
required following current BLM permit and fee administration policy. 
ISRPs would continue to be required for Moon House, Mule Canyon WSA 
(in-canyon), and Lower Fish Creek. 

Same as Alternative B Same as Alternative B 

 X No similar action Climbing would be prohibited on arches and hoodoos.* Climbing would be allowed on arches and hoodoos*; use of 
hardware would be prohibited. 

Climbing would be allowed on arches and hoodoos*; placement of permanent 
hardware (bolts) would be prohibited. 

 

X 

Pets (Cedar Mesa SRMA)*: No limit or fees for pets.* All pets must be 
collared, leashed, and under human control at all times. Pets are not 
allowed in or at any alcoves, rock writing sites, or other sites. Pets must not 
harass visitors and other visitors’ pets. Pets are not allowed to swim in 
springs, pot holes, or other natural water sources. Pet waste must be 
buried in a shallow hole away from trails, campsites, cultural sites, and 
natural water sources. 

Pets*: Pets would be allowed in developed areas including developed 
camping and parking lots only. Pet waste disposal requirements would 
be identical to human waste disposal requirements for this alternative. 

Pets*: Pets must be leashed at all times. All pets must be collared 
and under human control at all times. Pets would not be allowed in 
or at any alcoves, rock writing sites, or standing structural cultural 
sites. Pets must not harass or harm wildlife. Pets must not harass 
visitors or other visitors’ pets. Pets would not be allowed to swim in 
springs, pot holes, or other natural water sources. Pet waste 
disposal requirements would be identical to human waste disposal 
requirements for this alternative. 

Pets*: All pets must be collared and under human control at all times. Pets 
would not be allowed in or at any alcoves, rock writing sites, or other standing 
structural cultural. Pets would be allowed off-leash under voice control outside of 
standing structural cultural unless a leash requirement is otherwise posted at 
the trailhead. Pets must not harass or harm wildlife. Pets must not harass 
visitors or other visitors’ pets. Pets would not be allowed to swim in springs, pot 
holes, or other natural water sources. Pet waste disposal requirements would be 
identical to human waste disposal requirements for this alternative. 

 

X 

Human and other waste*:  
Cedar Mesa SRMA (in-canyon only): Same as Alternative D 
Comb Ridge RMZ: In camp areas without toilets, human waste must 
be packed out. 

All human waste must be carried out.* Human and other waste*: Bury human waste 4-6 inches deep, 200 
feet from any water source, and outside of developed recreation 
facilities. All cans, trash, organic garbage, and burnable refuse 
including toilet paper must be carried out. Liquid garbage may be 
discarded 200 feet from any water source. Dishwater must be 
strained and discarded 200 feet from any camps, trails, and water 
sources. If human waste becomes a problem, a requirement to 
carry out human waste may be implemented.  

Same as Alternative C* 

 

X 

No similar action Target shooting: Target shooting would be prohibited within the Shash 
Jáa Unit 

Target shooting: Target shooting would be prohibited within the 
Shash Jáa Unit near cliffs, climbing walls, paleontological 
resources, historic properties, and localities listed or eligible for the 
NRHP, within WSAs, within 600 feet of any designated recreation 
site, including but not limited to campgrounds, buildings, 
trailheads, designated dispersed camping areas. Shooting toward 
significant natural and/or geologic features would be prohibited. 

Target shooting: Same as Alternative C 

 

X 

Within the ERMA, dispersed vehicle camping would be allowed only in 
previously disturbed areas within 150 feet of designated routes (on each 
side of a centerline). If use is such that undue environmental impacts are 
taking place, the BLM would close and rehabilitate damaged areas. This 
use would not include areas within WSAs (389,444 acres) or non-WSA 
areas with wilderness characteristics (88,871 acres), WSR corridors, 
ACECs, or T&E or special status species habitats. Where monitoring 
identifies resource impacts, future implementation-level plans could 
consider designation of specific campsites. 
On USFS lands, dispersed camping would be allowed within 150 feet of 
designated routes.  
Within Cedar Mesa SRMA, dispersed campsites would be designated. 
Comb Ridge RMZ would be closed to dispersed camping. Designated 
camping areas and campgrounds would be designated. Camping limited to 
these areas. 

Dispersed camping in Shash Jáa Unit would be allowed in designated 
areas only. 
 

Dispersed vehicle camping in Shash Jáa Unit would be allowed 
within 50 feet of designated routes.  
 

Dispersed vehicle camping in the Shash Jáa Unit (including when allowed in 
RMZs) is allowed within 150 feet of designated routes (on each side of a 
centerline). If monitoring indicates impacts to Monument objects and values, the 
agencies would close and restore impacted areas. This use would not include 
areas within WSAs, ACECs, or T&E or special status species habitats. Future 
implementation-level planning would consider additional camping designations.  
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Indian 
Creek 

Shash 
Jáa 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D (preferred alternative) 

 

X 

The criteria for requiring an SRP include the following*: 
Any commercial use* 
Non-mechanized/non-stock day use organized group or event of more 
than 50 people in ERMA* 
Non-mechanized/non-stock overnight with group or event of more than 
25 people in ERMA* 
More than 25 OHVs on designated routes (would not include County B 
Roads or State and Federal highways) * 
More than 25 nonmotorized mechanized vehicles on designated 
routes (would not include County B Roads or State and Federal 
highways)* 
A group size of more than 15 riding and/or pack animals* 
Car camping with more than 15 vehicles or more than 50 people* 
Activities or events with the potential to conflict with existing resource 
management guidelines/prescriptions 
Events with the potential for user conflict 
Events that could impact public health and safety 

Camping: Within Cedar Mesa SRMA, dispersed campsites would be 
designated. Comb Ridge RMZ would be closed to dispersed camping. 
Designated camp areas and campgrounds would be designated. Camping 
limited to these areas. 

SRMA outside of RMZs 
SRPs:  

Competitive and vending use would not be allowed.* 
For all other activities an SRP or letter of agreement would be required 
if an organized event/activity group size exceeds 12 OHV/mechanized 
vehicles, 24 individuals, or 12 pack animals.* 

 Dispersed camping in designated areas only.* 
 

SRMA outside of RMZs 
SRPs:  

Competitive OHV events and vending use would not be allowed.* 
For all other activities an SRP or letter of agreement would be 
required if an organized event/activity group size exceeds 18 
OHV/mechanized vehicles, 35 individuals, or 12 pack animals.* 

Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, 
dispersed camping would be encouraged in designated sites but 
not restricted to those sites.* 
 

SRMA outside of RMZs 
SRPs:  

Competitive OHV events and vending use would not be allowed.* 
For all other activities an SRP or letter of agreement would be required if an 
organized event/activity group size exceeds 25 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 50 
individuals, or 15 pack animals.*  

Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed camping 
would be encouraged in designated sites but not restricted to those sites.* 
 

 

X 

Comb Ridge RMZ: Private and commercial group size limited to 12 people.  
Cedar Mesa SRMA: Group size limited to 24 people for both private and 
commercial use (mesa top camping). 
Comb Ridge RMZ closed to dispersed camping. Designated camp areas 
and campgrounds would be designated. Camping limited to these areas. 

Trail of the Ancients RMZ  
SRPs: No competitive events would be allowed. For all other activities an 
SRP or letter of agreement would be required if an organized 
event/activity group size exceeds 12 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 24 
individuals, or 12 pack animals.* 
Camping would be allowed in developed campground areas only. 
Target shooting would be prohibited. 

Trail of the Ancients RMZ  
SRPs: No competitive OHV events would be allowed. For all other 
activities an SRP or letter of agreement would be required if an 
organized event/activity group size exceeds 18 OHV/mechanized 
vehicles, 35 individuals, or 12 pack animals.* If monitoring 
indicates impacts to Monument object and values beyond 
acceptable levels, group sizes would be reduced during 
implementation-level planning.* 
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, 
dispersed camping would be encouraged in designated sites and 
developed campgrounds but not restricted to those sites.* 
Target shooting would be prohibited. 

Trail of the Ancients RMZ  
SRPs: Competitive events may be allowed unless implementation-level analysis 
identifies resource or safety concerns. For all other activities an SRP or letter of 
agreement would be required if an organized event/activity group size exceeds 
25 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 50 individuals, or 25 pack animals.* 
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed camping 
would be encouraged in designated sites and developed campgrounds but not 
restricted to those sites.* 
Trail of the Ancients RMZ south of US-163 would be managed to facilitate 
cultural and heritage tourism. 

 

X 

No similar action Arch Canyon RMZ  
SRPs: Competitive events and vending not allowed.* An SRP or letter of 
agreement would be required if an organized event/activity group size 
exceeds 24 individuals or 12 pack animals.*  
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed 
camping would be encouraged in designated sites and developed 
campgrounds but not restricted to those sites.* 
OHV and mechanized use would not be allowed. 
Campfires would be allowed in designated campsites only. 

Arch Canyon RMZ  
SRPs: Non-motorized competitive would be allowed unless 
monitoring shows adverse impacts to Monument objects and 
values. Vending would not allowed* 
An SRP or letter of agreement would be required if an organized 
event/activity group size exceeds 18 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 35 
individuals, or 12 pack animals.* If monitoring indicates 
significant impacts to Monument objects and values beyond 
acceptable levels, group sizes would be reduced during 
implementation-level permitting.* 
A maximum of six events would be permitted between March and 
May on non-consecutive weekends.* 
Motorized and mechanized casual use would be allowed on BLM-
administered lands. USFS-administered lands would be closed to 
OHV and mechanized use.  
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, 
dispersed camping would be encouraged in designated sites and 
developed campgrounds but not restricted to those sites.* 

Arch Canyon RMZ  
SRPs: Non-motorized competitive events would be allowed with spectators 
limited to areas that have been cleared for cultural and paleontological 
resources unless monitoring shows adverse impacts to Monument objects and 
values. 
Vending would not be allowed.* 
An SRP or letter of agreement would be required if an organized event/activity 
group size exceeds 25 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 50 individuals, or 15 pack 
animals.*  
OHV and mechanized casual use would be allowed on BLM-administered lands. 
USFS-administered lands would be closed to motorized and mechanized use.  
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed camping 
would be encouraged in designated sites and developed campgrounds but not 
restricted to those sites.* 
Campfires would be allowed except in archaeological sites.  

 

X 

In Arch Canyon, commercial OHV use would be limited to the designated 
route up to the National Forest boundary, a total of 8 miles one way. This 
permit would allow access on the designated route up to the National 
Forest boundary, except from March 1 through August 31. During this 
period, access would be limited to 7.5 miles of the designated route. 
Therefore, during this period OHV access would not be allowed within 0.5 
mile of the National Forest boundary. 

Arch Canyon would be designated as an OHV closed area. A seasonal OHV access closure from March 1 to August 31 (last 0.5 
mile before National Forest boundary) would apply to commercial 
and casual use with an annually specified turnaround point. 

A seasonal OHV access closure from March 1 to August 31 (last 0.5 mile before 
National Forest boundary) applies only to commercial use and would specify a 
turnaround point each year.  
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McLoyd Canyon-Moon House RMZ 
The McLoyd Canyon-Moon House RMZ occurs within the Fish Creek Canyon 
WSA and is managed under current WSA policy. In addition to this 
management, the following prescriptions would apply: 

Closed to OHV use. 
Develop a cultural resource management plan for McLoyd Canyon–
Moon House. 
Public access limited via a permit system for day visits.* 
No more than 36 people allowed to visit Moon House Ruin per day. 
Limitations on visitation may change based on site monitoring of 
impacts of visitation.* 
One commercial group per day. The number of people is included in 
the day use number of 36.* 
Access to the interior corridor of Moon House Ruin would be limited to 
four people at any one time.* 
Visitors would be allowed to enter the Moon Room and adjoining 
rooms within Moon House Ruin.* 
Human waste must be packed out.* 
Camping would be limited only to the designated primitive camp and 
park area south of the Snow Flat Road.* Camping prohibited outside 
of this primitive camp area.* 
Hiking to Moon House Ruin would be limited to the designated trail.* 
Hiking to other sites in the RMZ may also be limited to designated 
trails if determined necessary.* 
RMZ would be closed to pack animals and pets.* 
Campfires would not be allowed. 
Unavailable for private and/or commercial use of woodland products, 
including on-site collection of dead wood for campfires. 
McLoyd Canyon would be closed to overnight use from the head of the 
canyon to UTM: 607100E, 4143495N.* 
Develop a site stewardship program to monitor site and possibly 
develop guided tours.* 

McLoyd Canyon-Moon House RMZ 
Same as Alternative D with the following exceptions: 

Permits would be required and managed through the Cedar Mesa 
permits reservation system with a limit of 20 people per day.* 
Maximum group size would be 12 people.* 
One commercial group per day.* 

McLoyd Canyon-Moon House RMZ 
Same as Alternative D with the following exceptions: 

Permits would be required and managed through the Cedar 
Mesa permits reservation system; 20 people per day would be 
allowed for private use, and 16 additional people would be 
allowed on commercially guided trips or tours led by BLM-
trained docents.* 
During the off-season (11/1 to 2/28 and 7/1 to 8/31), no 
private permits would be issued. Only commercially guided 
trips or tours led by BLM-trained docents would be allowed.* 

McLoyd Canyon-Moon House RMZ 
The McLoyd Canyon-Moon House RMZ occurs within the Fish Creek Canyon WSA 
and is managed under current WSA policy. In addition to this management, the 
following prescriptions would apply: 

Designate as an OHV closed area. 
Public access would be limited via a permit system for day visits. 
Permits required and managed through the Cedar Mesa permits reservation 
system; 20 people per day allowed for private use and 16 additional people 
allowed on commercial guided trips or tours led by BLM-trained docents.* 
Maximum group size would be 12 people.* 
Access to the interior corridor of Moon House would be limited to four people 
at any one time.* 
Visitors would not be allowed to enter the Moon Room or other adjoining 
rooms within Moon House.* 
Human waste must be packed out.* 
No camping. 
Hiking to Moon House would be limited to the designated trail. Hiking to 
other sites in the RMZ may also be limited to designated trails if determined 
necessary.* 
RMZ would be closed to pack animals and pets. 
Campfires would not be allowed. 
Would be unavailable for private and/or commercial use of woodland 
products, including on-site collection of dead wood for campfires. 
McLoyd Canyon would be closed to overnight use from the head of the 
canyon to UTM 607100E, 4143495N. 
The BLM would develop a site stewardship program to monitor site 
conditions.* 

 

X 

San Juan River SRMA 
Decisions REC-49 through REC-79 in the Monticello RMP address management of 
the San Juan River SRMA. Decisions related to the use of the portion of the SRMA 
within the BENM, including San Juan River use, is as follows:  

River trips on the San Juan River would require an ISRP. Commercial SRPs 
would be issued to commercial companies on a 5-year designated basis.* 
They would also be issued to private users through an annual lottery system.* 
Unavailable for woodland product use, except for limited on-site collection of 
dead wood for campfires. Woodland use within the floodplain would be 
limited to collection of driftwood for campfires. Campfires would be allowed 
only with a fire pan.* 
For motorized boating, downstream travel would be allowed at low, wakeless 
speed.* Upstream travel would be prohibited, except for emergency purposes 
(SPM*). 
Launch limits would allow 40,000 user/days per year.* 
Trip size would be limited to 25 people total (including crew) for private trips.* 
Commercial group size limits would remain at 33 people (25 passengers plus 
eight guides) per trip.* 
Commercial use would be allowed up to 40% of total use.* Two commercial 
day trips per day (one launch of 25 passengers and one launch of 10 
passengers) would be allowed and are not included in the launch limits.* 
Administrative and research use would be authorized on a case-by-case 
review and determination. 
Vehicle camping would be allowed within the San Juan SRMA only upstream 
of Comb Wash. In this area, dispersed vehicle camping would be allowed in 
previously disturbed areas within 150 feet of designated routes. 

San Juan Hill RMZ  
SRPs: Competitive and vending use would not be allowed.* For all other 
activities an SRP or letter of agreement is required if an organized event/activity 
group size exceeds 12 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 24 individuals, or 12 pack 
animals.*  
A permit (ISRP) for private, non-commercial Special Area use would be required. 
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed camping 
would be allowed in designated areas only. Campfires would be allowed in 
designated campsites only with fire pan* 
Recreational use of the San Juan River within the area previously designated as 
the San Juan River SRMA would be the same as under Alternative A. 

San Juan Hill RMZ  
SRPs: Competitive and vending use not allowed.* For all other activities 
an SRP or letter of agreement is required if an organized event/activity 
group size exceeds 18 OHV/mechanized vehicles, 35 individuals, or 12 
pack animals.* If monitoring indicates significant impacts to Monument 
objects and values, group sizes would be reduced during implementation-
level permitting.* 
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed 
camping would be encouraged in designated sites but not restricted to 
those sites.* Campfires would be allowed with fire pan except in 
archaeological sites.  
Recreational use of the San Juan River within the area previously 
designated as the San Juan River SRMA would be the same as 
Alternative A. 

San Juan Hill RMZ 
SRPs: Competitive and vending use not allowed.* For all other activities an SRP or letter 
of agreement is required if an organized event/activity group size exceeds 25 
OHV/mechanized vehicles, 50 individuals, or 15 pack animals.* 
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed camping would be 
encouraged in designated sites but not restricted to those sites.* Campfires would be 
allowed in fire pan except in archaeological sites.*  
Recreational use of the San Juan River within the area previously designated as the San 
Juan River SRMA would be the same as Alternative A. 
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Mule Canyon WSA 
A permit (ISRP) for private, non-commercial Special Area use would 
continue to be required for in-canyon day and overnight use. Group size 
limited to 12.* 
In-canyon camping could be limited to certain designated areas if resource 
or cultural damage occurs.* 
Dispersed vehicle camping not allowed in WSA. 
Campfires not allowed.* 

Mule Canyon WSA 
Same as Alternative C with the following exceptions: 
Camping: Until analyzed in an implementation-level plan, dispersed 
camping in designated areas only. 
Campfires not allowed* 

Mule Canyon WSA 
Same as Alternative D with the following exception: 
SRPs: 

Competitive events; vending; and OHV, mechanized, or stock use 
(in-canyon) would not be allowed.  

Mule Canyon WSA 
SRPs: 

Competitive events; vending; and OHV, mechanized, and stock use would not 
be allowed.* For all other activities an SRP or letter of agreement would be 
required if an organized event/activity group size exceeds 12 individuals 
(limited to 12 individuals in-canyon).* If monitoring indicates significant 
impacts to Monument objects and values, group sizes would be reduced during 
implementation-level planning.* 

A permit (ISRP) for private, non-commercial Special Area use would continue to 
be required for in-canyon day and overnight use.* Group size limited to 12.* 
Camping: Same as Alternative A. 
Campfires not allowed.* 

Decisions Applicable to USFS-Administered Lands Only  

 

X 

SUPs are managed according to the Manti-La Sal Needs Assessment and 
Resource Capability Guidance for Recreation Special Uses (USFS 2013). 

SUPs for recreation uses on the USFS portion of the Monument would 
continue to be managed according to the Manti-La Sal Needs 
Assessment and Resource Capability Guidance for Recreation Special 
Uses (USFS 2013). 

Same as Alternative B Same as Alternative B 

 

X 

No similar action Arch Canyon RMZ 
Desired future condition on USFS-administered lands is described in 
Appendix G. 
ROS Class: SPNM 
Managed as an OHV closed area 
Closed to mechanized use 
Group size of 12 individuals 
No limit on numbers of groups 
Organized events: No organized OHV or mechanized events would be 
permitted.  
Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO): Very High 
Dispersed camping in designated areas only. 

Arch Canyon RMZ 
Desired future condition on USFS-administered lands is described 
in Appendix G. 
ROS Class: SPNM 
Managed as an OHV closed area 
Closed to mechanized use 
If monitoring indicates significant impacts from dispersed camping 
on Monuments objects and values, dispersed camping would be 
limited to designated areas only. 
SIO: High 
USFS would monitor the following: 

Disturbance to cultural resources 
Disturbance to paleontological resources 
Riparian/stream PFC 
Impacts to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species 
habitat (including Mexican spotted owl) 
Recreational satisfaction 

If monitoring indicates significant impacts on any of these 
resource, the following limitations would be implemented:  

Group size of 24 individuals 

Arch Canyon RMZ 
Desired future condition on USFS-administered lands is described in Appendix G. 
ROS Class: SPNM 
Managed as an OHV closed area 
Closed to mechanized use 
Casual and permitted use:  

No limit on group size (individuals) 
No limit on number of groups 

Non-motorized and non-mechanized events would be allowed. 
SIO: High  
No restrictions on camping 

 

X 

No similar action The Points RMZ  
Desired future condition on USFS-administered lands is described in 
Appendix G. 
Same as Alternative D with the following exceptions:  

Camping would be allowed in designated sites only. 
Campfires would be allowed in designated developed sites only. 

Milk Ranch Point would be closed to OHV use to protect cultural 
resources.  

The Points RMZ  
Desired future condition on USFS-administered lands is described 
in Appendix G. 
Same as Alternative B with following exceptions if monitoring 
indicates adverse impacts to natural, cultural, or paleontological 
resources: 

Implementation-level planning would be developed within 3 
years following cultural resources management plan. This 
implementation-level planning would use the following criteria 
for determining whether the agency should identify and restrict 
camping to designated dispersed campsites and/or areas. 

There are conflicting resource impacts that cannot be 
mitigated (e.g., cultural resource, visual, and wildlife 
impacts). 
There are reoccurring issues with human waste, trash, 
campfires, and expanded disturbance that are best 
addressed through additional management. 

The Points RMZ  
Desired future condition on USFS-administered lands is described in Appendix G. 
The Points would be managed as Backcountry Semi-primitive motorized. 
SIO: High 
Dispersed camping would be allowed. 
Campfires would be allowed except in cultural sites.  
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